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STATE OF IOWA 

BEFORE THE IOWA UTILITIES BOARD 

 

IN RE: 

 

MIDAMERICAN ENERGY COMPANY 

 

 

: 

: 

: 

 

 

 

Docket No. EEP-2018-0002 

 

MIDAMERICAN’S RESISTANCE TO MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

On July 9, 2018, MidAmerican Energy Company (“MidAmerican”) filed with the Iowa 

Utilities Board (“Board”) an Application for Approval of Five-Year Energy Efficiency Plan 

(“Plan”) for years 2019-2023. The Board assigned Docket No. EEP-2018-0002. On  

August 8, 2018, the Board docketed the application for consideration and set a hearing for 

November 19, 2018. 

On November 19, 2018, the Board conducted a hearing on this matter. On  

February 18, 2019, the Board issued a Final Order, granting MidAmerican’s Motion to Approve 

Revised Stipulation and Agreement, approving the Revised Stipulation and Agreement 

(“Settlement”) offered by MidAmerican, and approving MidAmerican’s 2019-2023 Plan as 

revised by the Settlement. On March 11, 2019, Iowa Business Energy Coalition (“IBEC”) filed a 

Motion for Reconsideration with the Board. 

MidAmerican contends IBEC’s arguments in favor of reconsideration are without merit 

and are an attempt to re-litigate issues raised at hearing and previously ruled on by the Board. 

Accordingly, MidAmerican requests the Board deny IBEC’s motion to reconsider and affirm the 

Board’s findings and conclusions in its Final Order. 
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II. ARGUMENT 

A. The Plan’s Cost Effectiveness Under Iowa Code § 476.6(13) is Well Supported 

by Reliable Information in the Record. 

 

IBEC first contends the Board cannot approve MidAmerican’s Plan as cost-effective 

because there is insufficient evidence in the record. IBEC claims MidAmerican’s projected plan is 

not cost-effective because MidAmerican’s projected benefits assume consistent program 

participation. IBEC relies on a report conducted by Tetra Tech, Inc. (“Tetra Tech”), a 

MidAmerican consultant, to argue that plan participation could be impacted if MidAmerican’s 

interruptible credit for the nonresidential load management program is reduced from $46 per 

kilowatt (“kW”)/year to $30 per kW/year. 

Iowa Code § 476.6(13) requires any energy efficiency plan to be cost effective as a whole. 

Although the Iowa Code does not define “cost-effective,” section 476.6(13) notes that the Board 

should apply “the societal test, total resource cost test, utility cost test, rate-payer impact test, and 

participant test.” In this case, the Board applied each of the tests to MidAmerican’s Plan and 

determined the Plan is cost-effective. IBEC concedes this by arguing that the Plan, as proposed 

and evaluated by the Board, has a ratepayer impact measurement (“RIM”) test above 1.0. See IBEC 

Motion for Reconsideration at p. 3 (arguing that the Plan achieves a RIM of less than 1.0 only if 

the model assumes significant participant reduction). IBEC’s argument relies on one key 

assumption: that the Plan’s interruptible credit will significantly lower program participation. 

However, there is nothing in the record before the Board that would support this assumption. 

IBEC attempts to use Tetra Tech’s survey to claim the reduced interruptible credit will 

significantly impact participation. At best, Tetra Tech’s survey indicates that program participants 

consider the interruptible credit when considering their participation. IBEC Hearing Exhibit 104 

at pp. 26-27. More accurately, the survey simply concludes that the customers would evaluate their 
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participation in the program once the credit is determined. Id. at 27. No curtailment customers 

indicated a clear intent to end their participation because of a reduced credit. Id. 

IBEC contends it “strains credulity” that MidAmerican would not project reduced 

participation levels because of the reduced credit amount. IBEC Motion for Reconsideration at 

p. 3. However, the record clearly indicates that the credit amount has, at best, a minimal impact on 

the number of participants. IBEC questioned MidAmerican witness Amanda Hosch regarding the 

long-term history of the credit amount. Tr. at 144-54. During its questioning of Ms. Hosch, IBEC 

introduced IBEC Hearing Exhibit 103, a data request provided by MidAmerican that includes a 

chart showing the total curtailment load and the interruptible credit costs. The chart clearly 

indicates that the amount of participating load has fluctuated significantly over the last 21 years, 

despite relatively stable interruptible credit amounts. IBEC Hearing Exhibit 103 at p. 2. When the 

graph is read with Tetra Tech’s report, it becomes evident that customers will consider the credit 

when evaluating their participation in the program, but the final value of the interruptible credit is 

only one factor in that evaluation. 

Based on the record established before the Board, there is no evidence that a significant 

load reduction will occur with an interruptible credit of $30 per kW/year. The Board considered 

this exact argument at hearing and specifically approved the Plan. There is no evidence that a $30 

per kW/year credit will impact participation or that the Plan is not cost effective.   

B. The Proposed Interruptible Credit is Appropriate and Reasonably Calculated 

to Provide Balanced Costs and Benefits to MidAmerican Customers. 

 

IBEC next attempts to claim that MidAmerican’s credit amount is unreasonable and does 

not reflect the benefits of the program.  IBEC argues that the two key issues relied upon by the 

Board—basing the credit on Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.’s capacity values 
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across the life of the plan, and MidAmerican’s business valuation of demand response benefits—

are unreliable. 

 First, IBEC argues that without providing specific numbers, MidAmerican’s curtailment 

rate of $30 per kW/year is unreasonable. This is misleading. MidAmerican has repeatedly and 

frequently described not only the methodology, but the source of the information utilized when 

arriving at a $30 per kW/year rate. See MidAmerican Exhibit Hosch Dir. at pp.10-11; Tr. at  

154-58; Office of Consumer Advocate (“OCA”) Hearing Exhibit 1, MidAmerican Initial Post-

hearing Brief at pp. 18-20; MidAmerican Post-hearing Reply Brief at pp. 6-8. Any party to this 

proceeding, including IBEC, has access to the information and could have challenged 

MidAmerican’s final cost determination if they believed it to be incorrect. Instead, IBEC simply 

argues the credit should not be changed. IBEC Motion to Reconsider at p. 3. This illustrates that 

IBEC’s primary concern is not whether the curtailment methodology or credit is appropriate for 

the Plan, but simply that the Plan curtailment credit is lower than the current credit. 

 IBEC’s intention is also evidenced in their claim against the Board’s second conclusion. 

IBEC argues that MidAmerican should continue the current curtailment credit because it will not 

increase program load and that the current program is generating significant benefits. IBEC Motion 

to Reconsider at pp. 4-5. MidAmerican indicated that the goal of the Plan, including the curtailment 

credit, is to balance access to the energy efficiency and demand response programs with the costs 

those programs impose on customers. MidAmerican Initial Post-hearing Brief at p. 19. “Lowering 

the curtailment credit level helps ensure customers are not overpaying for demand response 

benefits.” Id. MidAmerican noted that the program currently exceeds the anticipated participation 

level and that, even if current program participants choose to exit the program, increased marketing 

levels would likely lead to new participants. MidAmerican Initial Post-hearing Brief at p. 8, n. 26. 
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 The Plan is designed to achieve cost effective energy efficiency and demand response 

solutions for all of MidAmerican’s customers. MidAmerican believes the Plan, as approved by the 

Board, achieves this goal. The record is clear that the Plan’s $30 per kW/year curtailment credit is 

an appropriate level to achieve MidAmerican’s goals of managing the benefits and costs of the 

entire Plan between all MidAmerican customers. 

C. The Approved Plan is Cost Effective and MidAmerican is Committed to 

Monitoring the Plan for Continued Cost Effectiveness. 

 

Third, IBEC alleges that the MidAmerican’s willingness to revise the Rider CS Curtailment 

Service tariff, should Plan assumptions prove incorrect, does not make the Plan cost effective. 

IBEC asserts that MidAmerican’s commitment is illusory, vague, and unenforceable. IBEC also 

contends that modifications to the curtailment credit – even if the modifications were upward – 

could entice program participants to exit the program and refuse to come back because the program 

would be unstable. IBEC Motion to Reconsider at p. 6. 

MidAmerican believes these arguments misstate the Board’s current findings and assume 

an unsupported hypothetical situation. First, the Board determined that the Plan is cost-effective. 

As discussed and refuted above, IBEC’s concerns rely on the assumption that the Plan curtailment 

credit will cause plan participants to leave. 

IBEC further argues that, without fixed guidelines, MidAmerican would not revise the 

curtailment credit. This conclusion incorrectly undervalues the regulatory process. MidAmerican 

agreed to monitor the program and provide timely reports to all parties in this proceeding. 

MidAmerican, its customers, OCA, and the Board all have strong interests in maintaining the 

Plan’s cost and benefit balance. Should the Plan require a revised curtailment credit, MidAmerican 

would take the necessary steps to maintain the Plan balance. 

Filed with the Iowa Utilities Board on March 20, 2019, EEP-2018-0002



6 
 

D. The Components of the Plan, Including the Interruptible Credit, Complies 

with the Spirit and Letter of Iowa Code Chapter 476. 

 

Finally, IBEC alleges reducing the curtailment credit is unnecessary to comply with either 

“the spirit or letter” of Iowa Code chapter 476, as revised by Senate File 2311 (“SF 2311”). IBEC 

argues the goal of SF 2311 was twofold: to maintain an RIM of at least 1.0 and to set an overall 

plan budget of 2% of applicable retail revenue. IBEC argues MidAmerican could achieve both 

objectives by maintaining the current $46 per kW/year curtailment credit. 

In its Final Order, the Board stated that it understands the intent of SF 2311 is “to ensure a 

utility’s customers are not overpaying for energy efficiency and demand response programs.” Final 

Order at p. 64. Accordingly, the Board found the Plan’s reduced curtailment credit “so that its 

customers, including its residential customers, are not overpaying for demand response benefits.” 

Id. MidAmerican believes the Board’s understanding of the changes implemented by SF 2311 

reflect the true intent of the bill. Under IBEC’s proposed reading of the bill, any plan that does not 

violate the two goals of SF 2311 is appropriate. 

Under the Board’s interpretation, the true intent of all energy efficiency programs is to find 

the right balance of program costs and benefits, spread across a utility’s customers, which achieves 

a RIM of greater than 1.0 at a projected budget of 2% of applicable retail revenue. MidAmerican’s 

revised curtailment credit is designed to best find that balance between programs and customer 

classes. 

III. CONCLUSION 

MidAmerican’s Plan, as approved by the Board, offers MidAmerican customers programs, 

including the nonresidential load management program, which balance the costs and benefits of 

reduced energy consumption and financial savings. The arguments presented by IBEC in its 

motion for reconsideration were raised throughout the Board’s review process and were 
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thoroughly reviewed and considered by the Board. The Board’s Final Order offered a 

comprehensive, detailed evaluation of MidAmerican’s Plan and agreed that the Plan achieves these 

goals in compliance with the Iowa Code and Iowa Administrative Code. For the foregoing reasons, 

MidAmerican respectfully requests the Board deny IBEC’s Motion for Reconsideration and to 

affirm its Final Order approving MidAmerican’s 2019-2023 Plan. 

Dated this 20th day of March, 2019. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

MIDAMERICAN ENERGY COMPANY 

 

 

By: /s/ Andrew L. Magner                

Andrew L. Magner, Attorney 

MidAmerican Energy Company 

666 Grand Avenue, Suite 500 

P.O. Box 657 

Des Moines, IA 50306-0657 

Telephone: 515-281-2376 

Facsimile: 515-242-4398 

Email: almagner@midamerican.com 
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